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Remarks 

Claims 24-26, 29-32 and 35-43 are pending. Claims 1-23, 27, 28, 33 and 34 are currently 
canceled, without prejudice or disclaimer. Claims 36-43 have been withdrawn from 
consideration. Claims 29-32 and 35 are currently amended. Claims 44-47 have been added. 
Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

S 112 Rejections 

Claims 24-35 were rejected under 35 USC § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 

with the written description requirement. In particular, the Office Action states that the 

specification does not appear to have support for the recitation that the end cone insulator 

comprises "no greater than 40 weight percent of an inorganic binder". This rejection is 

respectfiiUy traversed. Support for this limitation can be found on page 13, lines 13-17 of the 

subject application, which states: 

The aqueous slurry can include an inorganic colloidal material. The inorganic colloidal 
material can act as an inorganic binder , as a coagulant to facilitate removal of the ceramic 
fibers from the aqueous slurry to form a molded three-dimensional preform, as a filler 
material, or a combination thereof. (Emphasis Added) 

Thus, Applicants submit that this rejection under 35 USC § 1 12, first paragraph, has been 
overcome, and the rejection should be withdrawn. 

S 103 Rejections 

Claims 24 and 26-29 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Fernando et al. (WO 99/46028) and Back et al. (US 6,444,600). Claims 25 and 30-35 were 
rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as obvious over Fernando et al. (WO 99/46028) in view of Baek 
et al (US 6,444,600) and Myers et al. (US 6,613,296). It is respectfully submitted that the Office 
Action has improperly mischaracterized the teachings of the cited references in an effort to 
establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

In particular, for example, the Office Action states that Fernando et al. teach "an 
insulating support device disposed between and [Sic] inlet and outlet end cone housings in an 
antipollution device." The only "insulating" device taught by Fernando et al. is a mounting mat 
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disposed between an outer metal housing and a catalytic support structure. Fernando et al. do 
not disclose, teach or suggest making any kind of insulation for an end cone region of a pollution 
control device. In fact, the only description Femando et al. provide for any such end region is 
that the inlet and outlet of the pollution control device "are suitably formed at their outer ends 
whereby they may be secured to conduits in the exhaust system of an intemal combustion 
engine." Therefore, Femando et al. do not even describe the end regions of their pollution 
control device as being cone shaped, let alone provide a teaching that it is necessary or even 
desirable for a pollution control device made according to their invention to include insulated 
end cone regions. Not all pollution control devices to have their inlets and/or outlets insulated. 

Referring to Femando et al., the Office Action also states that "it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to form the mat into any shape, including conical as 
presently claimed, depending on its end use." Again, Femando et al. only disclose mats for 
mounting a catalytic support stmcture (e.g., monolith 18) inside of a metal housing. They 
provide absolutely no disclosures, teachings or suggestions about what material properties, 
materials or configurations would be suitable as insulation in the gap between an inner and outer 
cone-shaped metal end cone housings. 

The Office Action fails to explain how a person of ordinary skill in the art would know 
how to design an end cone insulator based on the Femando et al. teachings about a mounting 
mat. In fact, the only teachings about an end cone insulator in any of the cited references comes 
from Myers et al. However, Myers et al. expressly teach that their invention is an "intumescent 
support material". The present end cone insulator is expressly claimed as being non- 
intumescent. Therefore, Myers et al. would actually point the person of ordinary skill away from 
using the Femando et al. mat material for use as an end cone insulator. 

Mounting a fragile catalytic support structure within the metal housing of a pollution 
control device is a very different application than insulating the end cone region of that device. 
In particular, a mounting mat is disposed inside of the gap between the fragile structure and the 
housing. Because the housing is made of metal and the fragile structure made of ceramic 
material, the gap between them increases as the temperature inside the pollution control device 
increases, e.g., due to exhaust gases flowing through the device. Because the gap is increasing, 
the moimting mat must be designed to expand, as the gap increases, so as to continually fill the 
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gap and apply a minimum mounting pressure between the housing and the fragile structure. 
Without such minimum mounting pressure, the fragile structure could move and make contact 
with the housing, which would resuh in the fragile structure being damaged. Therefore, a 
mounting mat must be able to expand with the gap as the pollution control device heats up. 
There is no need for the mat to be able to survive being compressed beyond its original mounting 
thickness. 

In contrast, an end cone insulator is disposed between an inner and outer end cone 

housing, each of which is made of metal. Because both end cone housings are made of metal, 

the gap between them decreases, and the end cone insulator is compressed, as the temperature of 

the pollution control device increases. Therefore, an end cone insulator must be able to 

accommodate the exact opposite conditions experienced by a mounting mat. 

To counter this line of reasoning, the Office Action asserts that the Fernando et al. 

mounting mat may also be disposed between two metal substrates and that Fernando et al. teach 

that their mat is "capable of undergoing expansion and contraction". To support this position, 

the Office Action cites to page 10 lines 14-25 in Fernando et al. which states that the monolith 

18 may be constructed of any suitable refractory metal or ceramic material. However, Fernando 

et al. only test the performance of their invention for use in mounting a ceramic monolith 18 in a 

metal housing. The Office Action also cites to page 11, lines 25-27 of Fernando et al. for 

support, which states: 

The tested materials were then subjected to mechanical cycling, each "cycle" being 
defined over an approximately 28 second period of time wherein the 3.6 mm gap was 
opened 0.25 mm (10/ 1000th of an inch) and then closed 0.25 mm (10/1 000th of an inch). 

(Emphasis Added) 

However, the issue is not whether Fernando et al. teach that their mounting mat can survive 
being expanded and contracted. If the original gap is "opened 0.25 mm and then closed 0.25 
mm", the original gap of 3.6 mm only increases to a gap of 3.85 mm and never gets smaller. The 
question is whether the Femando et al. material can survive being initially compressed, when 
installed, and then further compressed during the operation of the pollution control device. 
Femando et al. and the other cited references are completely silent on this point. 
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Therefore it is submitted that a prima facie case of obviousness has not been established 
and the above rejections under 35 USC § 103 have been overcome and should be withdrawn. 



In view of the above, it is submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. 
Examination and reconsideration of the application as amended is requested. 

RespectfiiUy submitted, 



October 27. 2010 By: /Harold C. Knecht 111/ 

Date Harold C. Knecht 111, Reg. No.: 35,576 

Office of Intellectual Property Counsel Telephone No.: 651-575-1056 

3M Innovative Properties Company 
Facsimile No.: 651-736-3833 
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